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6/2019/2696/HOUSE 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/W/20/3245949 

Appeal By: Mr & Mrs J Livermore  

Site: 5 Bell Lane Brookmans Park Hatfield AL9 7AY 

Proposal: Erection of front porch, front and rear (infill) dormers, re-positioning of rear dormer, 
increase in height of existing rear projection and alterations to openings 

Decision: Appeal Allowed 

Decision Date: 18/11/2020 

Delegated or DMC 
Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: This was an appeal decision made on non- determination grounds. The application 
would have been refused. 
 
This property is in the Green Belt. The dwelling with rooms in the roof served by 
front and rear dormers had already been extended with a quite substantial single 
storey rear extension, though had been reduced in width and raised in height by 
two metres. The proposal was to raise the height of the roof of the rear projecting 
element of the building by one metre to create a second floor with reasonable head 
height over this element of the building and to infill between the existing front and 
half of the rear dormers also to provide reasonable head height to the first floor 
accommodation, and a front porch. 
 
Together with the previous additions to the dwelling, the proposal would increase 
the floorspace of the original dwelling by around 95%. The Inspector considered 
that the proposed development would result in disproportionate extensions to the 
dwelling, would be inappropriate development in the Green Belt and would 
therefore conflict with local policy and the NPPF. 
 
However, the Inspector stated the extensions, apart from the front porch, would be 
largely confined to the footprint of the existing building and would not be higher 
than the existing roof. He considered that the effect on openness of the Green Belt 
would be slight.  
 
The Inspector relied heavily on the appellant’s comments in favour of the proposal, 
specifically that the low head height of the first floor accommodation was 
inconvenient and potentially dangerous. The Inspector stated ‘During my site visit, 
I inspected the internal areas of the property and it is clear that the landing and 



corridor area serving the existing bedrooms, together with the roof area of the rear 
projection lack sufficient headroom. Not only is this awkward and inconvenient for 
the occupants, but it is also potentially dangerous in the event of an emergency. 
Consequently, I consider that the increased headroom that would result from the 
development attracts substantial and significant weight in favour of the proposal’.  
 
Therefore, while the proposal is inappropriate development in the Green Belt and 
would further harm openness, which should attract significant weight, the fact that 
the head height was too low represented the very special circumstances to 
outweigh the harm to the Green Belt.  
 

6/2020/1033/LAWP 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/X/20/3256606 

Appeal By: Mr & Mrs Gideon Brown 

Site: 102 Harmer Green Lane Digswell Welwyn AL6 0ES 

Proposal: Certificate of lawfulness for the erection of outbuilding 

Decision: Appeal Allowed 

Decision Date: 24/11/2020 

Delegated or DMC 
Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: The development for which a certificate of lawful use or development is sought is 
the construction of single storey outbuilding under permitted development with 
garage, workshop, gym and bicycle & garden maintenance equipment storage, for 
the purpose of incidental enjoyment of the dwelling house. 
 
This related to a large outbuilding and the Council was concerned that it was not 
genuinely required for incidental purposes and so fell outside of the scope of 
permitted development altogether. 
 
The Inspector considered the outbuilding would be proportional to the dwelling and 
permitted development rights are exercisable by anyone as long as they meet the 
conditions and limitations in the relevant Class. 
 
The LPA had no evidence to contradict the claim that it would be incidental and 
therefore the appeal was allowed and a certificate issued. 

6/2020/0546/HOUSE 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/D/20/3260570 

Appeal By: Mr S Oxley 

Site: Heathfield 1 Pottersheath Road Welwyn AL6 9TA 

Proposal: Erection of a two storey rear extension 

Decision: Appeal Allowed with Conditions 

Decision Date: 25/11/2020 

Delegated or DMC 
Decision: 

Delegated 



Summary: This was an appeal following the refusal of a householder application for ground 
and first floor rear extensions. The dwelling lies within the Green Belt and it has 
already been the subject of several extensions 
 
The Inspector considered that although the proposed extension amounts to 
inappropriate development in the Green Belt, it would be of acceptable design. It 
would be more in keeping with the character and appearance of the host dwelling 
than the fallback position which is capable of taking effect under the provisions of 
permitted development. It would also have no materially greater impact on the 
openness of the Green Belt. These factors do clearly outweigh the harm by reason 
of inappropriate development and amount to the very special circumstances 
necessary to justify the proposal.  
 
The appellant pointed to the fact that the appeal property could be extended 
significantly under the provisions of permitted development. A two storey rear 
extension and single storey side extension (Ref. 6/2019/0318/LAWP) along with a 
single storey rear extension and side extension (part of which repeats the single 
storey side extension) (Ref. 6/2019/3189/PN8) have been confirmed by the 
Council as being capable of being constructed without the need for planning 
permission. The Council accepts that these extensions, if built, would provide 
significantly more floorspace and more built development than the appeal 
proposal.  The Inspector noted the Council’s argument that the majority of built 
development arising from the fallback position would be at ground floor level. 
Nonetheless, if built, these extensions would result in a more sprawling and 
disjointed form of development, than the proposal. The appellant suggested a 
condition to remove the permitted development rights which allow for the extension 
and enlargement of the dwelling.  
 
The appeal was allowed and the Inspector has removed permitted development 
rights for this property, classes A to D of Part 1 of Schedule 2 of the Town and 
Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 1995 (as amended) (or 
any Order revoking or re-enacting that Order with or without modification). 

6/2019/3245/LB 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/Y/20/3250312 & APP/C1950/H/20/3250316 

Appeal By: Comet Hatfield Construction Ltd 

Site: Comet Hotel St Albans Road West Hatfield AL10 9RH 

Proposal: Installation of 2x Illuminated signage (2 no. locations) 

Decision: Appeal Allowed with Conditions 

Decision Date: 25/11/2020 

Delegated or DMC 
Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: This was an appeal following the refusal of two applications for Listed Building 
Consent and Advert Consent for the display of two illuminated signs on the 
rounded ends of the building “wing” projections.  
 
The Listed Building application was refused on the ground that the proposed 
signage would materially harm the architectural interest and significance of the 
Grade II Listed Building. The advert consent was refused on the ground that the 



signage would clutter the elevations and detract from the architectural interest of 
the building on which it is displayed, and would fail to make a positive contribution 
to the character and local distinctiveness of the area 
 
The Inspector considered that the adverts would be reasonably modest in size 
when viewed in the context of the elevations as a whole and would respect the 
proportions of the brickwork ‘fascias’ they would be fixed to. The lettering and 
illumination would also match the existing signs on the property and employ a 
restrained styling that would respond positively to the simple lines. Accordingly, the 
design and proposed siting of the signs has been well conceived and would 
respond appropriately to the architectural character of the listed building. 
Furthermore he noted that for the same reasons the proposal would not harm the 
amenity of the area. 
 
Both appeals were allowed.  

6/2020/1122/HOUSE 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/D/20/3257125 

Appeal By: Mr K Piggott 

Site: 2 Digswell Hill Welwyn AL6 9AL 

Proposal: Loft conversion to faciliate new  first floor above existing extension. 

Decision: Appeal Dismissed 

Decision Date: 30/11/2020 

Delegated or DMC 
Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: This appeal related to a gatehouse building located within the greenbelt. 
The property had already carried out a number of extensions and wanted to create 
a first floor extension. 
 
The Inspector agreed that the development would be inappropriate development in 
the Green Belt as defined by the Framework and would conflict with Policy RA3 of 
the District Plan. Furthermore, the proposal would not preserve the openness of 
the Green Belt as required by the Framework. In addition, the proposal would 
conflict with Policies D1 and D2 of the District Plan and the SDG as the 
development would have a harmful effect on the character and appearance of the 
host property and the area. He had not been directed to other considerations that 
would clearly outweigh the harm that has been identified. The proposed 
development would by definition, be harmful to the Green Belt, harm which the 
Framework indicates should be given substantial weight. Consequently, the very 
special circumstances necessary to justify the development do not exist. The 
proposed development conflicts with the development plan and the advice in the 
Framework. For the reasons given, he concluded that the appeal should fail. 

6/2019/2955/FULL 

DCLG No: 3257901 

Appeal By: MBNL (EE & H3G) 

Site: Highways Land on Bessemer Road, Haldens, Welwyn Garden City, AL7 1ET 



Proposal: Replacement of an existing 15.0m monopole with a 20.0m high monopole 
supporting 12 no. antenna apertures together with the installation of ground-based 
equipment cabinets 

Decision: Appeal Dismissed 

Decision Date: 30/11/2020 

Delegated or DMC 
Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: This appeal was concerning the erection of a 5G monopole with associated ground 
based cabinets. 
 
The planning application was refused for a number of reasons, summarised as 
follows: 
- The siting, height and width of the monopole and scale and extent of the ground 
based equipment would harm the character and appearance of the area; 
- The location, height and width of the monopole would harm the living conditions 
of future occupiers of a recently approved residential development (the residential 
development was not implemented but extant); and  
- Lack of justification for the development.  The District Plan and NPPF requires 
the outcome of consultations with organisations with an interest in the proposed 
development, in particular where a mast is to be installed near a school or college, 
to justify such development 
 
While accepting that the proposal would be a visually prominent installation, the 
Inspector considered that it would not appear unduly conspicuous within the 
context of the existing telecommunications infrastructure present within the area.  
Also, its colour finish could be secured by condition.  For these reasons, she 
concluded that the proposed development would not harm the character and 
appearance of the area. 
 
The Inspector considered that the monopole would be relatively slimline and it was 
for this reason in particular that she took the view that the development would not 
be so unduly dominant to have a significantly adverse effect upon the outlook of 
future occupiers.  It was therefore concluded that the development would not 
significantly harm the living conditions of future adjoining occupiers. 
 
The Inspector considered that the development would be installed near schools 
(less than 1km from the site) and that these organisations could have an interest in 
the proposed development.  Pre-application consultation was not undertaken by 
the applicant.  Therefore, the proposal was not supported by the necessary 
evidence to justify the proposed development.  This issue was not outweighed by 
other considerations.  Consequently, the appeal was dismissed. 

ENF/2018/0011 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/C/20/3250032 

Appeal By: Mr Daniel Green 

Site: Beavers Lodge Farm Tylers Causeway Newgate Street Hertford SG13 8QN 

Proposal: Without planning permission, the erection of two buildings; plus the siting of four 
shipping containers. 



Decision: Appeal Dismissed 

Decision Date: 11/12/2020 

Delegated or DMC 
Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: The breach of planning control concerns the erection of two buildings; plus the 
siting of four shipping containers. The notice requires both buildings to be 
demolished and the shipping containers to be removed from the land.  
 
The appellant advanced the case that both buildings did not constitute 
inappropriate development in the Green Belt. He relied on the Green Belt 
exceptions provided by para. 145 (a) and (d) of the NPPF. Exception (a) applies to 
buildings for agricultural use and exception (d) concerns a replacement building in 
the same use and not materially larger than the one it replaces.  The Council took 
the contrary view, that the buildings and shipping containers constituted 
inappropriate development and did not benefit from any of the exceptions provided 
by para. 145. 
 
The appellant claimed that both buildings had been built to be used for pig 
farrowing and therefore are agricultural buildings benefiting from exception a) 
under paragraph 145 of the NPPF. The Council disputed that the buildings had 
been built for agricultural purposes given their appearance and design: single 
storey, brick buildings with tiled roofs and residential style windows and doors. 
Simply put, both buildings are more akin to a residential bungalow than an 
agricultural building.  The Inspector agreed with the Council: 
 
“…I am not persuaded that the buildings have been designed for agricultural 
purposes. The lack of firm evidence to show that the design of the buildings is in 
conformity with any relevant industry codes of practice or standards serves to 
reinforce my conclusions in this respect. Imposing a condition restricting the use of 
the buildings to agriculture would not prevent a future change of use. Whilst I do 
not doubt that the appellant fully intends to fit out and use the buildings for 
agriculture that can only be afforded limited weight, as a future owner could have 
different intentions. Therefore, the exceptions at paragraph 145 (a) and (d) of the 
Framework do not apply to the buildings.” 
 
With regard to the shipping containers, the Inspector found as follows: 
 
“The appellant stated that the containers were used for agricultural purposes, 
including secure storage for livestock feed and equipment and as field shelters. I 
am also given to understand that two containers replaced two previously removed 
from the farm. However, little detailed information was provided to show precisely 
how the containers are used. No details were provided concerning any livestock or 
other ongoing agricultural activity at the farm. The Council stated that in visits 
made to the farm since 2016, no livestock had been witnessed and none were 
obviously in evidence when I visited. I was unable to view the interiors of any 
containers during my visit, as I was informed by the appellant that they were 
securely locked. Accordingly, there is no firm evidence to show that the containers 
are in agricultural use and the exception in paragraph 145 (a) does not apply. For 
similar reasons, the exception at paragraph 145 (d) also does not apply.” 
 
 



In summary, the Inspector dismissed the appeal and extended the compliance 
period from four months to six. Consequently, the owner has until June 2021 to 
comply with the notice – demolish both buildings and remove the four shipping 
containers from the land.  

6/2020/0658/FULL 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/W/20/3254827 

Appeal By: Mr A Marler 

Site: 5 Oakwell Drive Northaw Potters Bar EN6 4EZ 

Proposal: Erection of a subterranean dwelling with associated parking and driveway 

Decision: Appeal Dismissed 

Decision Date: 16/12/2020 

Delegated or DMC 
Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: This appeal concerned the erection of a subterranean dwelling with associated 
parking and driveway.  The planning application was refused on a number of 
grounds including: Inappropriate development in the Green Belt and loss of Green 
Belt openness; unsustainable location; harm to character and appearance of area; 
and harm to living conditions of future occupiers in terms of sunlight. 
 
Green Belt  
 
The site comprised garden land associated with 5 Oakwell Drive and included a 
shed (which would be removed to facilitate the development).  The Inspector said 
that the above ground element of the proposal would be larger than the existing 
shed and introduce a significant amount of glazing where there is presently none.  
Furthermore, the driveway surface, new fencing, an access point, driveway, car 
parking, planters and electric charging points would also have an impact on the 
openness of the Green Belt.  He considered that the proposal would clearly have a 
greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt and conflict with the 
fundamental aim of Green Belt policy which is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping 
land permanently open. 
 
Sustainability of location  
 
The Inspector agreed that the distance and nature of the route between the site 
and nearby settlements would be such that I consider future occupants are unlikely 
to choose to walk or cycle there.  Also, the limited regularity of the bus service 
reduces its potential as an alternative mode of transport.  He concluded in this 
respect that that future occupants would be highly dependent on travel by private 
motor vehicle contrary to the objectives of the Framework and the overall aim of 
the District Plan to reduce the need to travel. 
 
Character and appearance of area 
 
The Inspector considered that the development would erode the largely open 
character of the site.  He also outlined that proposed dwelling would be a stark 
contrast to the prevailing type and style of dwellings within the locality.  Also the 
plot size would be markedly smaller than others and its private amenity area would 



be located towards the front of the site at odds with the prevailing pattern of 
development.  He concluded in this respect that the proposed dwelling would 
appear incongruous and a discordant addition to the streetscene. 
 
Living conditions of future occupiers  
 
An updated Sunlight Assessment report was submitted with the appeal.  The 
Inspector found that the proposal would provide a satisfactory level of sunlight 
such that the proposal would provide acceptable living conditions for future 
occupants. 
 
Other considerations advanced by the appellant including: extant permission for 
the building to be constructed and used as an underground swimming pool, high 
energy efficiency of the dwelling and economic and social benefits arising from an 
additional dwelling, did not outweigh the harm identified. 
 
The appeal was dismissed. 

6/2020/1401/FULL 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/W/20/3259097 

Appeal By: Simmons Bakers  

Site: 4 Ground Lane Hatfield AL10 0HH 

Proposal: Change of use from residential to business use with formation of hardstanding for 
use as parking. 

Decision: Appeal Allowed with Conditions 

Decision Date: 17/12/2020 

Delegated or DMC 
Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: This was an appeal following the refusal of a full application for the change of use 
from residential garden to an extended driveway/parking area for use by the 
adjoining ‘Simmons’ bakery business.  
 
The application was refused on the basis that the development would result in loss 
of a residential property amongst a predominantly resident area and there is no 
overriding community benefit from the proposed use. The proposed use of the rear 
of the site for the parking of vehicles associated with the bakery business would 
also result in harm to the amenities of the adjoining residents through noise and 
disturbance. Lastly, the applicant has not sufficiently demonstrated that the 
proposal would not adversely impact upon the safety of the highway.  
 
In considering the development site and proposal, the inspector states that the loss 
of the residential garden would not be in conflict with saved policy H3. 
 
In terms of neighbour impact, the Inspector considers that since the site is located 
within a mixed-use area of commercial and residential activity, taking the busy 
nature of Ground Lane into account and separation distances involved, the noise 
effect from the use of the car park would create a negligible level of disturbance 
resulting in only limited harm to the nearby residents. An hours of operation 
condition was imposed to ensure the use is limited to 07:00 - 20:00 hours Mondays 



to Saturdays and 10:00 - 18:00 hours on Sundays.  
 
The inspector also disagreed that the development would result in highway safety 
issues as the on-street parking restrictions and clear visibility in both directions 
would enable safe vehicular access and egress from the site. The scale of the 
parking area was not considered to cause significant conflict with vehicles 
travelling in opposite directions.  
 
As a consequence, the appeal was allowed. 

6/2019/2734/HOUSE 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/D/20/3248176 

Appeal By: Mr C Rashleigh 

Site: 6 Bennett Close Welwyn Garden City AL7 4JA 

Proposal: Erection of part two storey side and rear extension with conversion of garage into 
habitable space 

Decision: Appeal Allowed with Conditions 

Decision Date: 17/12/2020 

Delegated or DMC 
Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: This was an appeal following the refusal of a householder application for a part two 
storey, part single storey side and rear extension and the conversion of the garage 
to habitable space. It was refused as the proposed extension with a crown roof 
was not considered subordinate in scale and would result in a loss of spacing to 
the side of the property.  
 
The application followed 6/2019/1967/HOUSE which was refused as the proposed 
extensions were disproportionate to the existing property and would result in the 
dwelling filling spatial gaps between homes to the detriment of the streetscene.  
 
The Inspector considered that there were few unifying trends with regard to the 
appearance of buildings and separation gaps between them, therefore the 
narrowing of the gap would not appear unduly incongruous. It was noted that 
although views would be possible from the area in front of the appeal site, such 
views by reason of the layout of the surrounding buildings would occur on a 
relatively infrequent basis. The proposed crown roof was considered to be 
consistent with the existing dwelling and the extension would be adequately 
subordinate to prevent the development from appearing unusual or incongruous.  
 
The appeal was allowed.  
 

6/2020/0549/FULL 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/W/20/3258095 

Appeal By: Mr & Mrs  Hewett 

Site: Tanum Farm Hawkshead Road Little Heath Potters Bar EN6 1LX 

Proposal: Erection of 1x dwelling following demolition of all buildings on site 



Decision: Appeal Dismissed 

Decision Date: 23/12/2020 

Delegated or DMC 
Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: This was an appeal following the refusal of a full application for the erection of one 
dwelling following demolition of all buildings on site. The application was refused 
on the basis that the development would constitute inappropriate development 
within the Green Belt and the proposal failed to improve the character and quality 
of the area.  
 
This application followed a previous full application of the same description 
(6/2019/2218/FULL) which was refused on the basis of having a significant 
adverse visual impact upon the Green Belt and failing to improve the character and 
quality of the area.  
 
The Inspector considered that while the site may be considered as previously 
developed land, the redevelopment of the site would have a greater impact on the 
openness of the Green Belt than the existing development and would 
consequently amount to inappropriate development which is, by definition, harmful 
to the Green Belt.  
 
The Inspector considered that the scale and location of the proposed dwelling 
would not complement the existing pattern of linear development along 
Hawkshead Road, resulting in a harmful effect on the character and appearance of 
the surrounding area.  
  
The Inspector considered the harm to the Green Belt was not outweighed by other 
considerations identified regarding; permitted development rights; the proposal as 
a self-build project; reasonable access to local services; and proposed boundary 
changes to the Green Belt in the Draft Local Plan, and therefore the Very Special 
Circumstances required to justify the development do not exist. 
 
The appeal was dismissed.  

ENF/2018/0334 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/C/20/3250358 

Appeal By: Mr P Wilson 

Site: 21 The Ridgeway Cuffley Potters Bar EN6 4BB 

Proposal: Erection of front boundary wall,piers and gate -Retrospective 

Decision: Appeal Dismissed 

Decision Date: 04/01/2021 

Delegated or DMC 
Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: The breach of planning control concerns the unauthorised construction of brick 
walls, iron gates and brick piers. The notice requires the removal from the land of 
the wall, piers and gate. 
 



In relation to the appeal on ground (a) - That planning permission should be 
granted for what is alleged in the notice. 
 
The appellant acknowledges that the 2016 scheme has not been built and it is not 
therefore an extension to it. The Inspector commented: 
 
“The wall appears as a stark and prominent feature in the street scene, creating a 
formal, suburban appearance, in contrast with the generally spacious and 
landscaped appearance of the surrounding area. This effect is not overcome by its 
siting behind a wide verge, as it is still prominent in the street scene.” 
 
In relation to the harm to the Green Belt The Inspector stated: 
 
“The development is of a substantial height and solid appearance. While it 
occupies a relatively small physical footprint, it is a visually prominent and 
substantial feature on the site. It adds additional development within the Green 
Belt and introduces further urban form to the area which detracts from its 
openness in both visual and spatial terms. I conclude that Appeal A on ground (a) 
should fail and the deemed application should be refused” 
 
The ground (f) appeal - The steps required to comply with the requirements of the 
notice are excessive, and lesser steps would overcome the objections. 
 
The appellant argues that the requirements are unreasonable and excessive, as 
they do not take into account the possibility of an alternative development of a 1.5 
metre high wall, as suggested in earlier pre-application advice from the Council, or 
retaining the elements that were subject to the 2016 permission. The Inspector 
stated: 
 
“However, the requirements of the notice are to remove the wall, piers and gates in 
their entirety, and the purpose of the notice is therefore to remedy the breach. 
Lesser steps would not achieve the purpose of the notice. There is no permitted 
alternative scheme that could be implemented, as the 2016 scheme is no longer 
extant, so there is no obvious alternative to the removal of the development in its 
entirety. The appeal on ground (f) therefore fails.” 
 
The ground (g) appeal - The time given to comply with the notice is too short. 
 
The appellant requests an additional six months, in order to obtain planning 
permission and construct a new wall. The Inspector stated: 
 
“I consider that six months is a reasonable time for the appellant to explore 
alternatives with the Council and carry out works. To this limited extent the appeal 
on ground (g) succeeds and I shall vary the notice accordingly.” 
 
In summary, the Inspector dismissed the appeal,  corrected and varied  the notice 
and extended the compliance period from two months to six. The owner has until 
July 2021 to comply with the notice – to take down and remove from the land the 
wall, piers and gate. 

ENF/2018/0335 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/C/20/3250277 & APP/C1950/W/20/3252076 



Appeal By: Mr J Tucholski 

Site: 31 The Ridgeway Cuffley Potters Bar EN6 4BB 

Proposal: Erection of boundary wall and gates 

Decision: Appeal Dismissed 

Decision Date: 04/01/2021 

Delegated or DMC 
Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: This appeal concerned the retention of a structure comprising gates, wall, railings 
and piers along the road frontage following reduction in height of piers. 
 
The planning application was refused on the grounds of inappropriate development 
in the Green Belt and harm to the area’s character and appearance 
 
Green Belt  
 
The existing structure replaced a previous one.  The Inspector considered that 
while the wall and railings would be taller overall, the piers would be the same 
height as the original. Moreover, as it would exclude the previous set back around 
the tree it would have a smaller footprint, so that overall it would not be materially 
larger.  Accordingly, it was concluded in this respect that the building would not be 
inappropriate development in the Green Belt. 
 
Character and appearance of area  
 
The Inspector considered that the wall, piers and railings would have a substantial 
and imposing appearance, which would be at odds with the informal and verdant 
appearance of the area.  Planting was proposed in front of the walls and railing but 
the Inspector made the point that planting cannot be used to hide a development 
which is otherwise unacceptable.  It was concluded in this respect that 
development would therefore be harmful to the character and appearance of the 
area. 
 
The appeal was subsequently dismissed. 
 
Enforcement summary: 
 
The breach of planning control concerns the unauthorised construction of brick 
walls, iron gates, brick piers and metal railings. The notice requires the removal 
from the land of the gates, piers and wall topped with railings. 
 
The appellant argues that the original gates have been retained in the same place 
and at the same height, hung on the same steel supports within the piers with 
concrete footings. The works to the gates and their supporting structure does not 
therefore constitute a breach of planning control, as they benefit from the permitted 
development right set out in Class A, Part 2, Schedule 2 of the Town and Country 
Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015 as amended. 
This allows a gate, wall or other means of enclosure to be maintained, improved or 
altered, provided its height does not exceed its former height. 
 



The Planning Inspector stated: 
 
“While the steel supports may be original and in the same position, they are now 
encased within new piers, and are an integral part of a new means of enclosure 
which is higher than the original piers. They therefore require planning permission. 
On the basis of the evidence before me, I conclude that the gates benefit from 
planning permission through the GPDO and therefore do not need planning 
permission. However, it does not follow that the notice should be quashed. I have 
wide ranging powers to correct the allegation under Section 176(1)(a), provided 
that I am satisfied that no injustice would be caused. Such a correction would not 
cause injustice to either party. I shall therefore correct the notice to remove the 
reference to gates in the breach of planning control. It follows that a correction to 
the requirements is also needed. To this limited extent the appeal on ground (c) 
succeeds.” 
 
In relation to the appeal on ground (f) that the steps required by the notice to be 
taken, exceed what is necessary to remedy any breach of planning control the 
appellant argued that the structure was not adjacent to a highway and that the 
GPDO also allows the maintenance, improvement or alteration of a means of 
enclosure. The Inspector stated: 
 
“However, as the structure replaces the original wall, piers and railings, it cannot 
be said that an entirely new structure amounts to the maintenance, improvement 
or alteration of an existing means of enclosure.” The Inspector went on to say: 
 
“The Ridgeway is a highway used by vehicular traffic, and the footpath is part of 
the highway. There is no definition of ‘adjacent’ within the GPDO, but a normal 
everyday dictionary definition of adjacent is ‘being near or close’. The assessment 
of what constitutes “adjacent” must therefore amount to a question of fact and 
degree. In this case, the structure is set behind a grass verge in the ownership of 
the appellant, and although it is relatively wide, there are no substantial features 
between the structure and the highway to provide a physical or visual separation. 
As a matter of fact and degree therefore, the structure is adjacent to the highway. 
Therefore, under permitted development rights, a means of enclosure up to 1 
metre in height could be erected.” 
 
The Inspector agreed that the breach could be remedied by a lesser step and 
stated: 
 
“Therefore, the requirements of the notice should be varied to include an 
alternative requirement, that the structure be reduced to a height not exceeding 1 
metre above ground level. The ground (f) appeal therefore succeeds in part.” 
 
With regards to the appeal on ground (g) in relation to the compliance period the 
Inspector extended the period of compliance to six months. 
 
In summary, the Inspector dismissed the appeal, corrected and varied  the notice 
and extended the compliance period from two months to six. The owner has until 
July 2021 to comply with the notice – to either take down and remove from the 
land the piers and wall topped with railings or reduce the wall, railings and piers to 
a height not exceeding 1 metre above ground level. 



6/2020/0823/HOUSE 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/W/20/3256344 

Appeal By: Mr P Wilson 

Site: 21 The Ridgeway Cuffley Potters Bar EN6 4BB 

Proposal: Erection of front boundary wall, railings, piers and installation of entrance gate 
(part-retrospective) 

Decision: Appeal Dismissed 

Decision Date: 04/01/2021 

Delegated or DMC 
Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: This appeal concerned the erection of front boundary wall, railings, piers and 
installation of entrance gate (part-retrospective). 
 
The planning application was refused on the grounds of inappropriate development 
in the Green Belt, loss of Green Belt openness, and harm to the character and 
appearance of the area 
 
Green Belt  
 
The structure would not replace and existing one and the Inspector agreed that the 
development cannot be considered as an extension to the main dwelling, due to 
the distance between the two structures and degree of separation.  Therefore, the 
development did not fall within any of the exceptions set out in paragraph 145 of 
the NPPF and therefore represents inappropriate development in the Green Belt. 
 
The Inspector considered that while the railings and gates would allow view 
through, it would still result in a substantial physical development where there was 
previously none.  He then said that it would be in a prominent location and would 
result in additional development that would detract from the openness of the Green 
Belt.  
 
Character and appearance of area  
 
The Inspector was of the view that the structure would result in an imposing 
boundary with a formal appearance which would detract from the spacious 
landscaped appearance of the street scene.  Planting in front was proposed but 
the Inspector made clear that planting cannot be used to hide a development 
which is otherwise unacceptable. 
 
The appellant provided detailed evidence of the security concerns which led to the 
need for the wall and gates.  However, the Inspector countered that by highlighting 
that he had seen no evidence that there are no alternative means of providing 
adequate security for the property and the occupiers which would have a lesser 
visual and physical effect on the site.  Limited weight was given to this other 
consideration. 
 
Very special circumstances did not exist. 
 



The appeal was dismissed. 

2014/0110 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/C/20/3256004 

Appeal By: Mr A Best 

Site: Land opposite and North of Park Farm, Northaw Road West, Northaw, Potters Bar 
EN6 4NT 

Proposal: Change Of Use of agricultural land to motorcycle track 

Decision: Appeal Dismissed 

Decision Date: 04/01/2021 

Delegated or DMC 
Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: The breach of planning control concerns the material change of use of the Land to 
a motorcycle circuit/track and the formation of circuit/track with associated 
ramps/jumps to facilitate that change of use. The notice requires (l) Cease the use 
of the Land for the riding of motorcycles or motorsport activities (including but not 
limited to racing, riding round the circuit/track and time trials). Permanently remove 
from the Land the ramps/jumps created to form the circuit/track and to restore the 
land to the condition it was in prior to the commencement of the unauthorised use, 
including the ground levels.  
 
In relation to the appeal on ground (d) - That, at the time the enforcement notice 
was issued, it was too late to take enforcement action against the matters stated in 
the notice. 
 
The Inspector found that on the balance of probabilities the operational 
development to form a circuit/track with ramps and jumps was not carried out over 
4 years ago. The appeal on ground (d) fails”. 
 
The appeal on ground (a) - That planning permission should be granted for what is 
alleged in the notice. 
 
The Inspector states: 
 
“As the Council say a motorcycle track here would be an entirely alien intrusion, 
particularly a regularly used one, which would have permanent scarring of the land 
and would be an obvious man-made construct. I accept the lack of public visibility 
reduces the harm, but the site is not invisible, and even if it was, that would not 
remove entirely the impact on the landform of this intrusive activity. In my view 
there is harm to character of the countryside and the LCA would not be conserved. 
This harm is not great, but exists nevertheless.” 
 
The appellant argues the track is not a designed feature but has developed 
organically over time. 
 
The Inspector states: 
 
“This is not what the evidence shows, it seems more the opposite that a flat field 
has been moulded into a motorcycle track. As such it is well designed for its given 



purpose, but as noted above in this location it stands out as intrusive. I do not 
agree that because motorcycle tracks are generally found in rural areas, they are 
inherently suitable for any rural location, which seems to be the thrust of the 
appellant’s arguments on design. Consequently I find the proposal is contrary to 
policies RA10, D1 and D2 and does not recognise the intrinsic beauty of this part 
of the countryside.” 
 
The issue of the impact from the noise created from the use was commented on by 
the Inspector: 
 
I note that far from there being no complaints in the past, it would seem there have 
been complaints that tally well with the holding of Enduroland events. The fact that 
there has not been a deluge of complaints in the past suggests to me the use was 
then very low key, and it was only the occasional ‘events’ that caused concern. 
Indeed many residents noted that while those ‘events’ were noisy, as they were 
only occasional, they put up with them.  In my view the noise issue is a major 
problem. The use of the site has clearly produced serious noise pollution that has 
significantly harmed the amenity of nearby residents. Even restricted in use as 
suggested the harm would remain and would be likely to be significant.  
 
The Inspector concluded the ground (a) appeal by stating: 
 
The proposal is contrary to RA10, D1 and D2, but more importantly to R19 and the 
relevant part of the NPPF. To allow the use of the land as a motorcycle track, even 
restricted to 30 days would be harmful and nothing has been suggested that would 
overcome or outweigh that harm. The appeal on ground (a) therefore fails. 
 
The appeal on ground (f) - The steps required to comply with the requirements of 
the notice are excessive, and lesser steps would overcome the objections.  
 
The Inspector agreed that the requirements were not excessive.  In relation to the 
second requirement the appellant stated that the jumps were natural undulations, 
the Inspector however disagreed stating: 
 
“In my view they are actually large and obvious and need to be flattened so that it 
is possible for the agricultural use of the land to recommence.” 
 
The appeal on ground (g) - The time given to comply with the notice is too short. 
 
The Inspector concluded: 
 
“All that is required is for the use to cease and a bulldozer or digger to level the 
site. It is difficult to see how this could take a single person more than a couple of 
days at the most or why it should be impeded by the coronavirus regulations. I can 
see no reason why the time period should be extended beyond a month.” 
 
In summary, the Inspector dismissed the appeal and varied the notice by removing 
the words “materials, debris” from requirement (lV), the compliance period was not 
extended. The owner has until February 2021 to comply with the notice – Cease 
the use of the Land for the riding of motorcycles or motorsport activities, 
permanently remove from the Land the ramps/jumps created to form the 
circuit/track, restore the land to the condition it was in prior to the commencement 



of the unauthorised use, including the ground levels, remove from the Land all, 
plant and equipment associated with the requirements. 

6/2020/0800/HOUSE 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/W/20/3257778 

Appeal By: Miss R Naylor  

Site: 1 Reynards Road Welwyn AL6 9TR 

Proposal: Replacement of existing stable block 

Decision: Appeal Dismissed 

Decision Date: 13/01/2021 

Delegated or DMC 
Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: This appeal follows the refusal of planning permission for a replacement and larger 
stable block within the Green Belt. This was considered to be inappropriate 
development.  
 
The Inspector found that the internal space within the existing stable block that 
comprised the feed room and stores could potentially be reconfigured to 
accommodate a tack room and store rooms. She said “Whilst increasing the size 
of the horse stables holds significant weight, the increased size to also 
accommodate a tack room and stores holds little weight”. 
 
The appeal was dismissed.  

6/2020/0784/FULL 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/W/20/3255374 

Appeal By: Mr Karl Knipe 

Site: High Willows Vineyards Road Northaw Potters Bar EN6 4PE 

Proposal: Erection of 2 x 6-bedroom detached dwellings with garages 

Decision: Appeal Dismissed 

Decision Date: 13/01/2021 

Delegated or DMC 
Decision: 

Committee 

Summary: This appeal concerned two 6-bed detached dwellings. 
 
The planning application was refused on the grounds of inappropriate development 
in the Green Belt, loss of Green Belt openness, unsustainable location, and harm 
to the character and appearance of the area. 
 
Green Belt  
 
The Inspector considered that the site is separated from the settlement edge and 
visually disconnected from the settlement itself.  Also, the site would not form part 
of a continuous built-up frontage.  As such, it could not be regarded as limited 
infilling in a village (para 145(e)). 



 
The site contains stabling and a ménage and it was undisputed between the 
parties that the site was PDL.  The Inspector considered that the due to the scale 
and footprint of the proposed dwellings and associated garages, its visual and 
spatial impact on the openness of the Green Belt would be significantly greater 
than the existing development.  He also considered that the development would 
urbanise a largely open site within the Green Belt and encroach into the Green 
Belt in conflict with a key purpose of Green Belt policy. 
 
Sustainability of location 
 
The Inspector identified that the site is located in a small cluster of dwellings some 
distance from settlements offering day to day facilities and the nature of the route 
would deter future occupiers from walking or cycling to the settlement.  
Furthermore, the site would not gain easy access to public transport options.  He 
concluded in this respect that the site would be an unsuitable location for housing 
development. 
 
Character and appearance of area  
 
The Inspector considered that the design of the dwellings would not more broadly 
reflect the traditional rural designs of the dwellings seen locally and they would 
represent crowded additions to a spacious setting.  He concluded therefore that 
the proposal would therefore be out of character and would not integrate well with 
its surroundings. 
 
Very special circumstances did not exist and although the tilted balance is 
engaged, the proposal would not satisfy the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development. 
 
The appeal was dismissed. 

6/2020/2010/HOUSE 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/D/20/3262163 

Appeal By: Mr Andrew Proberts 

Site: 9 Victoria Close Welwyn Garden City AL7 4EL 

Proposal: Single storey rear side and front extension. New hard standing to form new drive 
and loft conversion with rear and side dormers. 

Decision: Appeal Dismissed 

Decision Date: 01/02/2021 

Delegated or DMC 
Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: The application was refused on the basis that the development would represent a 
poor quality design that would detract from the character and appearance of the 
dwelling and surrounding area. The proposed single storey rear extension would 
also significantly reduce the amount of available amenity space for the application 
site and result in a disproportionately small garden which would not be in keeping 
with other plots in the area.  
 



The inspector states that there is no objection to the principle of a dormer to the 
side roof however the scale and design of the proposal, along with its prominent 
position, would not represent high quality design and would detract from the 
harmony of the group of buildings in Victoria close the application property forms 
part of.  
 
The Inspector however found that neither the front or rear extension would 
significantly affect the street scene or local character. The inspector also disagreed 
that the depth of the rear extension would result in an amenity space that would 
unacceptably affect the living conditions of occupiers of No 9 due to the wide plot 
and relatively open southern aspect of the garden.  
 
The appeal was dismissed. 

6/2020/2056/HOUSE 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/D/20/3262686 

Appeal By: Mr Karol Grzeskowiak 

Site: 47 Howicks Green Welwyn Garden City AL7 4RJ 

Proposal: Single storey front extension to replace existing porch canopy & external 
cupboard. 

Decision: Appeal Allowed with Conditions 

Decision Date: 01/02/2021 

Delegated or DMC 
Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: The Inspector considered that over the years, many of the porches have been 
altered and enclosed, creating a level of personalisation and variety that enhances 
the appearance of the area. The proposal would continue this process and would 
not be dissimilar to other enclosed porches in the area. It would be a modest, good 
quality and well designed structure, in scale and character with the house itself and 
the street scene. He concluded that the proposed porch would positively contribute 
to the character and appearance of the local area.  
 
The appeal was allowed.   

6/2020/0902/HOUSE 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/W/20/3260767 

Appeal By: Mr P Kline 

Site: 45 Robbery Bottom Lane Welwyn AL6 0UL 

Proposal: Erection of a single storey garage extension to facilitate the conversion of the 
garage into habitable space 

Decision: Appeal Dismissed 

Decision Date: 01/02/2021 

Delegated or DMC 
Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: This appeal related to the proposed conversion of an existing garage to a habitable 
accommodation, which included a single storey extension. 



 
The planning application was refused on the following grounds: 
 
• The proposed ancillary accommodation would provide future occupiers with 
inadequate living conditions because of poor outlook and an inadequate level of 
natural light. 
• The proposed positioning of the accommodation to the front of the dwelling and 
adjacent to Robbery Bottom Lane would not be in keeping with the character and 
appearance of the local area. 
 
It is important to note for context that Robbery Bottom Lane runs along the floor of 
a valley, with the ground sloping up on both sides and that No.45 is a detached 
house sitting well back from and well above the lane. In addition, there was dispute 
between parties as to whether the proposed building was an annexe or a new 
dwelling. 
 
While the Inspector noted in his decision letter that the converted building would 
have a substantial level of accommodation, which included a separate rear garden 
and two parking spaces adjacent to the front of the building, he considered that it 
was not necessary for him to make a determination on this matter in order to the 
appeal. This was because he stated: 
 
“Whether the proposed accommodation would be an annexe or a new dwelling it 
would provide habitable rooms giving out onto an area of garden - and should 
therefore have a reasonable standard of amenity.” 
 
Amenity of Future Occupiers 
 
With regards to the level of amenity for future occupiers, he stated that given the 
changes in land level within the site, the need for retaining walls and the fact that 
the main windows would face north, that this would create a hemmed in situation 
which would be overbearing and would unduly dominate the outlook from the back 
of the building and its associated area of garden. For the same reason and due to 
the northern orientation, the accommodation and the garden area would be heavily 
overshadowed, receiving little direct sunlight for much of the year. Although he 
noted that the extensive glazing proposed would likely provide sufficient daylight 
(light from the sky) to the accommodation, but the lack of direct sunlight would 
make the garden a dark and potentially dank place. 
 
As a consequence the Inspector concluded that the proposal would not provide 
satisfactory living conditions for future occupiers due to inadequate outlook and 
sunlighting. 
 
Character and Appearance 
 
The Inspector considered that as Robbery Bottom Lane is rural in nature, with a 
variety of detached houses perched above road level, many with garages set down 
in front and that the proposed development would show a relatively blank, 
unchanged face to the street with the main visible alterations being the addition of 
some small rooflights to the sides. As a consequence, while he noted that this 
would represent a degree of change to the simple, functional nature of the existing 
garage, these minor features would not cause significant harm to the street scene 



or the rural character of the area. In addition, as the main changes to the building 
would be to the rear of the building and these could not be seen from the street, 
and would scarcely be seen from neighbouring properties due to the deep cutting, 
that the proposed development would not significantly affect the character or 
appearance of the local area. As a result he considered that the proposed 
development would be acceptable in this regard. 
 
Further to the above, the appeal was dismissed because of the poor standard of 
living conditions that it would provide for future occupiers. 

6/2020/1178/HOUSE 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/D/20/3260855 

Appeal By: Mr & Mrs Chowdlury  

Site: 129 Peplins Way Hatfield AL9 7UT 

Proposal: Erection of single storey front extension, two storey side extension, part single/part 
two storey rear extension, rear dormer, installation of front rooflights and erection 
of rear outbuilding 

Decision: Appeal Dismissed 

Decision Date: 01/02/2021 

Delegated or DMC 
Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: The planning application was refused on the following grounds: 
• the two storey side extension would not reflect the established spacing between 
dwellings adjacent to and in the immediate locality; 
• The proposed rear dormer, by virtue of its width and scale, would not be 
subservient to the roof of the property and fail to maintain the area’s character; and  
• The proposed ground floor rear extension would be unduly dominant from the 
nearest ground floor windows and private rear garden immediate beyond the rear 
doors of the next door neighbour. 
 
In terms of the two storey side extension, it would be 0.8 metres from the 
neighbouring boundary.  The Inspector considered that the shortfall of 0.2m to the 
normally required standard is minor, but is significant in this particular context.  
This was because the next door neighbour is already close to the shared boundary 
and the two storey side extension would have a gable rather than a hip roof. 
 
In terms of the rear dormer, the Inspector considered that this would be an out-
sized, overly dominant feature as seen from neighbouring properties. 
 
He concluded that both would unduly harm the character and appearance of the 
local area. 
 
The Inspector disagreed in terms of the impact of the single storey rear extension 
on the living conditions of the next door neighbour.  He considered that its impact 
would be somewhat limited because the extension would have a flat roof and its 
floor level would step down slightly. Furthermore, the neighbouring property would 
continue to command wide, open views over the adjacent countryside so that its 
outlook would remain satisfactory. 
 



The appeal was dismissed. 

6/2019/126/TPO 

DCLG No: APP/TPO/C1950/7535 

Appeal By: Mr J Fulton 

Site: 2 Heathcote Avenue Hatfield AL10 0RH 

Proposal: Fell 1x Beech (T1) Covered by TPO 361(2006) 

Decision: Appeal Dismissed 

Decision Date: 03/02/2021 

Delegated or DMC 
Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: This appeal follows refusal of TPO consent to fell a beech tree adjacent to 2 
Heathcote Avenue, Hatfield. It was refused on the basis that the removal of the 
tree would have a detrimental effect on the amenity value in the area. 
 
The main issues were; the effect of the proposed felling of the tree on the 
character and appearance of the area and whether sufficient justification has been 
demonstrated for its proposed felling. 
 
The appellant raised several issues including the health of the tree, seasonal 
issues such as leaf fall, proximity of the tree to the property and the cost of cyclical 
works to prune the tree. 
 
The Inspector concluded that the tree appears in good health and that its makes a 
positive contribution to the landscape of the area and to its character and 
appearance. 
 
The inspector considered the applicants reasons for removal and concluded: ‘With 
any application to carry out works to protected trees, a balancing exercise needs to 
be undertaken. The Essential need for the works applied for must be weighed 
against and resultant harm to the amenity of the area. In this case, the felling of the 
tree would result in considerable harm to the character and appearance of the area 
and, in my judgement, insufficient justification has been demonstrated to justify it’s 
felling.’  
 
The appeal was dismissed. 

6/2020/1759/HOUSE 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/D/20/3262540 

Appeal By: Mr D Patel 

Site: 4 Bramble Road Hatfield AL10 9SA 

Proposal: Erection of a single storey front, part first floor side and single storey part two 
storey rear extension with replacement of garage following demolition of the 
existing detached garage 

Decision: Appeal Dismissed 

Decision Date: 08/02/2021 



Delegated or DMC 
Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: This appeal follows the refusal of planning permission for a single storey front, first 
floor side and single storey part two storey rear extension with replacement 
garage.  It was refused on the basis that the development was not considered 
subordinate in size and scale, failed to complement the design and character of 
the area, and would result in an unacceptable level of harm to neighbour amenity.  
 
This application followed S6/2012/0160/FP which was refused due to the harmful 
impact on the street scene and harmful impact on the living conditions of 
neighbouring occupiers. This application was also dismissed at appeal. 
 
The Inspector considered that the scheme’s complex roof structure would jar with 
the design of the host’s roof and the roof form and style of properties in the area. 
The Inspector considered the scheme’s scale and two storey depth would not be 
subordinate to the host property.   
 
The Inspector considered the significant height and depth of the side extension 
would give rise to an overbearing impact on the occupants of No.6, and that the 
impact of overlooking directly into No. 6’s garden would be materially worse than a 
typical degree of overlooking. The Inspector was also unable to conclude that the 
scheme would not give rise to significant loss of light to No. 6.  
 
The Inspector concluded that the development would therefore not respect the 
character and appearance of the host property and the area, and would impact the 
living conditions of the occupiers at No. 6 to a harmful degree. 
 
The appeal was dismissed.  

6/2020/1260/HOUSE 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/D/20/3258460 

Appeal By: Mr A Collings 

Site: 7 Danesbury Lane Welwyn AL6 9SG 

Proposal: Retention of existing stables and alteration to roof pitch to previously approved 
angle. 

Decision: Appeal Dismissed 

Decision Date: 11/02/2021 

Delegated or DMC 
Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: This was an appeal following the refusal of a householder application for the 
retention of an existing building and alteration to the roof pitch and height to be 
used as a stables.  
 
Planning permission was granted for a stable building in 2016 under application 
reference 6/2016/1478/MAJ, which is no longer extant. The building that has been 
constructed on site does not benefit from planning permission, is significantly 
larger than the approved drawings and features residential style fenestration and 
accommodation at first floor. An application for the retention of this building was 



refused at DMC last year (application ref: 6/2020/0090/HOUSE) as it was 
inappropriate development in the Green Belt, impacted upon the openness and 
purposes of the Green Belt and had a negative impact on the character and 
appearance of the surrounding area. The applicant then submitted an amended 
proposal, which was the subject of this appeal.  
 
The Inspector considered that the size of the proposed building, and in particular 
its footprint, would be a significant incursion into an area of the Green Belt and that 
there would inevitably be a reduction in the openness of the Green Belt in this 
location. Furthermore, the Inspector noted that although the building would be 
located in the residential curtilage, it would be a prominent and free-standing 
feature which would be located some distance from the dwelling, therefore it would 
be an incongruous feature in what would otherwise be an open landscape.   
 
The previous approval in 2016 for a stable building was considered to be 
acceptable still in principle, however the proposed stable building would be 
considerably more substantial, therefore this as a fallback position was attributed 
limited weight in favour of the proposal.  
 
The appeal was dismissed.   

6/2020/1359/HOUSE 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/D/20/3258920 

Appeal By: Mr & Mrs Apetrei 

Site: 44 Heron Way Hatfield AL10 8QX 

Proposal: Erection of a two storey side and rear extension with canopy roof and single storey 
rear extension 

Decision: Appeal Dismissed 

Decision Date: 11/02/2021 

Delegated or DMC 
Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: The planning application was refused due to: 
 

 The extension appearing overbearing and visually intrusive when viewed 
from the rear garden area and habitable room windows of the neighbouring 
dwelling at 46 Heron Way; and  

 

 Insufficient parking would be provided on site to accommodate the likely 
increase in parking demand arising from the proposed development.  

 
Impact of the proposal on the living conditions of Number 44 Heron Way 
 
In considering the proposal, the Inspector notes that the proposed two storey side 
and rear extension would have an unacceptable overbearing and domineering 
effect for the occupiers of Number 46 due to its bulk, height and depth.  
 
Impact of the proposal on parking and highway safety 
 
The Inspector did not feel that proposal would result in unacceptable harm to the 



safety of highway users. 
 
The appeal was dismissed as on the grounds that the proposal would cause harm 
to the living conditions of Number 46 Heron Way.  
 

6/2020/1545/HOUSE 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/D/20/3262602 

Appeal By: Mr & Mrs Bellis 

Site: 48 Bramble Road Hatfield AL10 9SA 

Proposal: Erection of two-storey side and front extension; single-storey rear extension; rear 
dormer to facilitate a loft conversion and laying of hard-standing to frontage 

Decision: Appeal Allowed with Conditions 

Decision Date: 12/02/2021 

Delegated or DMC 
Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: This appeal was only concerned with the rear dormer. 
 
The dormer would span most of the rear roof, including much of the area of roof 
that would be created by a hip to gable side extension that forms part of the overall 
proposal.  It would only be set in from the party wall by 0.7 metres and flank wall 
by between 0.83-1 metre. 
 
The Inspector acknowledged that the set in distance of the dormer would conflict 
with the SDG’s guidance.  However, he noted that it would be set down from the 
ridge and up from the eaves so to be clearly be inset in the roof slope.  Also, the 
proposed glazing would be in proportion to the windows at the back of the house 
and, in the context of the street, it would not stand out as an unusual or intrusive 
feature in either public or private views.  To this end, he concluded that the dormer 
would not significantly affect the character or appearance of the local area. 
 
The appeal was allowed. 

 

 

 

  

   

 


